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¢ Yllinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity

Rod R. Blagojevich Jack Lavin
Governor Director
24 June 2004

Via U.S. and Electronic Mail (h eino.beckert@netl.doe.gov)

Dr. Heino Beckert, NEPA Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

National Energy Technology Laboratory

3610 Collins Ferry Road, M.S. CO4
Morgantown, WV 26507-0830

RE: Ilinois DCEO Comments on Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for

Implementation of US DOE Carbon Sequestration Program
Dear Dr. Beckert:

The Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity - Bureau of Energy and Recycling
writes this lerer to express support for the comments presented by the Tllinois Office of Coal
Development at the May 19, 2004 meeting in Rolling Meadows, Illinois regarding the U.S. Department of

Energy’s Carbon Sequestration Program.

The Bureau of Energy and Recycling <hares the Office of Coal Development’s view that the alternatives
1o be reviewed in the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) should be peologic
sequestration techniques that provide stable long-term storage, are cost-competitive, and have no negative
effects on the environment. For purposes of scoping this PEIS, the Bureau of Energy and Recycling
recommends focusing on geologic sequestration alternatives that are “cost-competitive” with greenhouse
gas emission reduction alternatives — such as renewable energy resources derived from wind, solar energy
and landfill gas, as well as energy efficiency improvements in power generation, transportation and

buildings.

Tllinois has geologic characteristics that make this State a potentially significant resource for underground
storage of carbon dioxide. The Bureau of Energy and Recycling joins the Office of Coal Development in
applauding the work of the U.S. DOE Office of Fossil Energy to develop geologic sequestration
technologies that would make it possible for Illinois to use this resource to help reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. Thank you for the opportunity 10 submit comments in connection with this important

program.

Sincerely,

s/

Hans Detweiler, Depury Director
Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity — Bureau of Energy and Recycling

Interne1 Address hiepo/rwww commerce.stme.il us

630 flan Adnma Strect James K. Thompsan Centor 607 Bxnt Adhms S1iect 2309 West Maun, Sulte 1 1%
Springficld, ilinois s2701 100 Wext Randolph Street, Suite 3-400 Speingfield, (Ninoiz £2701 Marion, illinaw 62959
Chicage, lllinois 60501
217/7182-7500 INVEIA-NTY 1 7/782.7500 S16:907-4354
Fax. 217/524-1627 ATDD: BO0/TH3-6043 Four 312/814.6732 xTDD: §00/419-0667 Fax 217/785-2618 xTDD: 217/785.6033 Fax 6160071825 x TDD Nehiy: B00:326.0244

Printec on Recysled and Rocytlable Paper
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. 1220 L Street, Northwest Robert Greco, lll
American Washington, DC 20005-4070 Director
Petroleum Tel: (202) 6828167 Global Climate Programs
Institute Fax: (202) 682-8296

E-mail; greco@api.org
June 22, 2004

Dr. Heino Beckert

NEPA Document Manager for Carbon Sequestration PEIS
U.S. Department of Energy

Narional Energy Technology Laboratory

3610 Collins Ferry Road

P.O. Box 880

Morgantown, WV 26507

Dear Dr. Beckert,

The American Petroleum Institute (API) appreciates the oppoartunity to offer input to the
Department of Energy on its Carbon Sequestrarion Program. API represents more than 400
companies involved in all aspects of the oil and natural gas industry and strongly supports the
Department of Energy’s Carbon Sequestration Program at the National Energy Technology

Laboratory.

Oil, coal, and natural gas are the dominant sources of energy today and are projected to remain 50
in the foreseeable furure. However, if the concentration of CO; in the atmosphere were 10 be
significantly limited, there is currently no single energy technology that can supply affordable
energy at a scale large enough to meet global demand with low CO; emissions. Carbon
sequestration is an important swraregy in a portfolio of strategies needed to address this situation.

Much remains to be learned about carbon sequestration before it can be deployed widely. For
example, the cost of carbon capture and storage is 100 high for broad use currently. Research
being conducted under the umbrella of the Carbon Sequestration Program is advancing our
understanding of carbon sequestration and hopefully will result in technologies that will reduce

the cost of capture and storage.

The United States needs to achieve a scientific understanding of carbon sequestration options and
needs 10 be in a position to develop cost-effective, environmentally sound technology options to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions should the need arise. This is exactly what the Department of
Energy’s Carbon Sequestration Program is designed to achieve and why the American Petroleum

Institute supports it.

Please contact Steven Crookshank (202.682.8542) or me if you have any questions or if we can
be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

A Mo 3

Robert L, Greco III
Director, Global Climate Programs
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CENTER FOR ENERGY
AND ECONCMIC DEVELOPMENT

’

June 21, 2004

Heino Beckert, Ph.D.

NEPA Document Manager for Carbon
Sequestration PEIS

U.S. Department of Energy

National Energy Technology Laboratory

P.0. Box 880

Morgantown, West Virginia 26507

Dear Dr. Beckert:

The Center for Energy and Economic Development (CEED) appreciates this opportunity
to respond to the Notice of Intent to Prepare a Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Implementation of the Carbon Sequestration Program (Federal
Register/Vol. 69, No. 77, April 21, 2004/Notices).

CEED is a non-profit organization formed by many of the nation’s coal-producing
companies, railroads, barge and trucking companies, electric utilities, equipment
manufacturers, the men and women of organized labor, and related organizations, for
the purpose of educating the public (including public-sector decision-makers) about the
benefits of affordable, reliable and environmentally-compatible coal-based electricity.
CEED participates financially and with staff interaction in six of the seven regional
carbon sequestration partnerships.

1. Sequestration and technology versus mandatory controls

CEED strongly favors a strategy of sequestering carbon dioxide and technology to help
the electricity generation sector become more energy efficient as opposed to a mandatory
control regime for reducing carbon dioxide (CO-) concentrations.

A program of carbon sequestration, in combination with emerging and breakthrough
technologies capable of economically separating and capturing carbon dioxide from coal
use, will enable the United States to sustain our reliance on a natural resource that is the
most abundant domestic source of fossil fuel energy. Electricity from coal, which
currently accounts for more than half of U.S. electricity, has been and is a cornerstone of
the American economy. Parallel research and development efforts by the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) to commercialize the necessary technologies and identify
carbon sequestration opportunities are of extreme importance to meeting our nation’s
growing demand for electricity, while addressing any reasonable concerns about climate

change that may result from manmade emissions of greenhouse gases.

The current public policy debate centers largely around two competing strategies: a)
government mandated controls, through a command-and-control regime or a cap-and-
trade program, and b) voluntary actions to reduce carbon intensity with technology and
sequestration playing vital roles.

The latter alternative (using both terrestrial and geologic sequestration) is vastly
superior for several reasons.

333 JOHN CARLYLE STREET - SUITE 530 * ALEXANDRIA, VA 22314
TELEPHOMNE: 703 684 6292 * FAX: 701 684 6297 « INTERNET: www. ceadnec.org
e
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First, proposals that seek to mandate CO. control must by design, and of necessity,
increase the cost of fossil fuel use. With over 50% of the nation's electricity coming from
coal, the U.S. cannot afford to make coal an unaffordable part of our energy mix.

Second, mandatory emissions reduction programs hurt the economy and jeopardize our
national security without tangible benefit. CEED believes continuing the investment in
research, development, and deployment of clean coal technologies and voluntary
emissions reduction programs that rely on carbon sequestration to be sound national
energy and environmental policy.

Finally, the absence of meaningful participation by developing and under-developed
nations was a fundamental weakness of the Kyoto Protocol. As those economies develop,
using cap-and-trade or carbon tax regimes to achieve reductions in CO, emissions will
have no economic appeal. We cannot expect developing nations to adopt such policies.
We must embrace an alternative, more appealing path. That path is use of carbon
sequestration and technology to dramatically reduce the increase in CO. atmospheric

concentrations. _

CEED reiterates our support of efforts to identify opportunities for both geologic and
terrestrial carbon sequestration. We believe it is important to note that the science of
terrestrial carbon sequestration appears to us already to be reasonably mature. In
support of our perspective regarding terrestrial carbon sequestration, we enclose a copy
of Sequestering Carbon Emissions in the Terrestrial Biosphere, a report prepared by
The Washington Advisory Group, LLC.

The report’s authors include Dr. Robert M. White (former President of the National
Academy of Engineering), Dr. Norman J. Rosenberg (Senior Staff Scientist, Joint Global
Change Research Institute), Dr. Rattan Lal (Professdr, School of Natural Resources, The
Ohio State University), and Dr. Rosina Bierbaum (Dean, School of Natural Resources,
University of Michigan). Their primary finding is:

Most scientists have come to the view that carbon dioxide emissions from
all sources can be offset to a significant degree by the sequestration of
carbon in terrestrial ecosystems comprising soils, croplands, grazing
lands and forestlands, if these ecosystems are properly managed.

2, Specific comments about terrestrial sequestration

CEED observes from our participation in various regional partnerships that many
participants already understand and embrace terrestrial carbon sequestration. As
summarized by The Washington Advisory Group:

Adoption of recommended management practices can enhance the soil
carbon pool, and improve soil quality and productivity. The opportunities
to enhance soil carbon include: increasing the soil organic carbon
concentration by applying quantities of biomass to the soil and improving
water and nutrient use efficiencies and improving biomass productivity.
Soil and vegetation management approaches provide ways of enhancing
biomass productivity and returning more biomass both above and
belowground to the soil. Losses of soil organic carbon caused by
accelerated soil erosion; mineralization and leaching can be arrested.
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Grazing lands offer similar opportunities for carbon sequestration
through improved species, integrated nutrient management and
controlled grazing. Restoring degraded soils is an important option to
sequester carbon and improve the environment. (at page 1)

As you will observe from Figure 1 on page 8 of the report, it is apparent “that soil carbon
sequestration alone could make up the difference between the expected and desired
emissions trajectories in the first three or four decades of the 21st century.” The report’s
authors believe that we can realize the potential of soil carbon sequestration without
additional net cost to the economy because of the known benefits of organic matter in.

soils.

CEED also observes from our experience with the regional partnerships that
considerable effort in the first phase of work seeks to determine the preliminary
suitability of various opportunities for geologic sequestration. In all but two of the
partnerships, terrestrial sequestration opportunities do not appear to receive similar
emphasis. This may be because; as we state, the science of terrestrial sequestration
already appears to be mature and it is assumed what already is widely known can be
incorporated in the second phase of work by the partnerships as they develop regional
plans. We are, however, concerned that much of the potential for early action on
terrestrial sequestration can come about only through close cooperation among the
activities of the regional partnerships, DOE, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture

(USDA).

While not all soils are particularly suitable for terrestrial sequestration, diverse
combinations of forestland, agriculture land, and grassland can function as dispersed
potential sinks under appropriate management. USDA, through its management of
national forests and its multiple interfaces with farmers, can play an integral role in this
regard. We also will note that the U.S. Department of Interior, through its management
of grasslands in the West, also could play a vital role in the success of such a program.

3. Specific comments about gedlogic sequestration

One of the most attractive aspects of a program of geologic sequestration is its potential
for enhancing U.S. energy independence. The petroleum industry already has amassed
extensive experience using CO. “flooding” for tertiary oil recovery in the Permian Basin.
The primary constraint to more extensive use of CO. for enhancing oil recovery is the
lack of abundant, economic sources of the CO, itself. Siting of technology capable of
separating CO. from coal in close proximity to what otherwise are regarded to be
depleted oil fields could enable “lifting” of petroleum otherwise regarded to be
uneconomic for recovery. Petroleum lifted in this manner represents a significant,
untapped domestic energy resource.

Similar potential exists in using CO- to force natural gas from strata that presently are
inaccessible due to difficult geologic conditions. Likewise, CO. could be used to force
methane from unmineable coal seams. Again, use of CO: in this manner represents
significant potential enhancement of domestic energy resources. At least at first blush,
the economics of locating an abundant source of CO, in proximity to such geologic
opportunities appear to enhance the benefit/cost ratio for both the CO, producer
(because of an available market for the product) and for the purchaser (because of an
abundant source of supply).
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4. International implications of sequestration

A program that demonstrates regionally-appropriate methods of sequestering carbon
dioxide is of potentially vast benefit to other nations with abundant coal reserves.

Clearly, developing nations will rely on domestic reserves of coal to advance their
economies. Nations participating in the Carbon Sequestration Leadership Forum have
embraced this assumption as they seek international cooperation in developing
innovative and breakthrough technology for coal use. Sound methods of carbon
sequestration will be crucial to persuading developed and developing nation to embrace
such technologies.

U.S. experiences with regional programs of carbon sequestration can contribute
significantly to international acceptance of the technology-sequestration strategy in lieu
of government mandates. The regional partnerships will advance the monitoring-
verification techniques needed to assure the reliability of carbon sequestration in
reducing atmospheric carbon concentrations.

Conclusion

CEED believes that DOE (and USDA through its efforts) is on the right track in
developing a strategy to address any reasonable concerns about how manmade
emissions of greenhouse gases might cause undesired climate change. The combination
of technology and carbon sequestration can serve as a bridge to the day when we can
sequester greenhouse gases at the point of coal use. This strategy will allow the
American economy to grow and our people to prosper while we take commonsense
measures to meet our environmental responsibilities. We thank you for the opportunity
to comment. /

tephen L. Miller
President and CEO

Enclosure:  Sequestering Carbon Emissions in the Terrestrial Biosphere
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From: Dave Bayless <bayless@ohio.edu>

To: <heino.beckert@netl.doe.gov>

Date: 6/18/2004 7:26:38 PM

Subject: Carbon Sequestration Program EIS Input
Dr. Beckert,

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the environmental impact statement (EIS) for
the Department of Energy’s Carbon Sequestration Program. My comments are related to the role
of the program in addressing problems on both a national and global scale.

There are two specific programs that I would highly encourage the Department of Energy to
focus funding for development of suitable carbon capture and sequestration technologies. Those
programs are FutureGen and the Carbon Sequestration Core R&D program.

FutureGen could provide a true demonstration of carbon control in a holistic manner at 2 power
plant. While the regional partnerships might be able to demonstrate bits and pieces of
sequestration technology, it is the inegration in to a “real” plant with real operating concems and
“real” sequestration that will be critical to the future of fossil generation. How the subsystems
respond in an integrated fashion 1o work to produce power for the grid will be the true test of all
capture and sequestration technologies. A few wells drilled around the country could provide a
few data points, but the industry needs a full demonstration.

The Carbon Sequestration Core R&D program is also critical because so many questions remain
about separation and sequestration. It is clear that one option won’t solve all the problems. For
example, people may be excited about chemical looping technology, but implementing it at the
300 MW scale is so potentially expensive no one may ever use it for power generation. Many,
many other questions must be answered before it can be used. Without a doubt, there isa
tremendous need to develop lower-cost, more effective technology to reduce carbon emissions.

I highly support the Department’s efforts in these areas and hope that they receive adequate
funding for their critical missions.

Respectfully submitted,
David J. Bayless

David J. Bayless, Ph.D,, P.E.
Program Manager, State of Ohio Coal Research Consortium

Director, Ohio (University) Coal Research Center

Dept. of Mechanical Eng. (bayless@ohio.edu)

Ohio University (740) 593 4902 (or 0476) fax

248 Stocker Center (740) 593 0264 voice
Athens, OH 45701-2979 (740591 3633@mobi]e.att.net)

http:ﬁwuw.ohio.edu/ohiocoal
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From: <Melzerls@aol.com>

To: <Heino.Beckert@netl.doe.gov=>
Date: 6/14/2004 6:09:09 PM
Subject: Environmental Impact of Carbon Sequestration

Heino: The following are my thoughts on the environmental impacts of carbon
sequestration. I will specifically avoid addressing the permanence and
credit-worthiness of the various methods but they clearly must play a role in the
acceptability as would the environmental.

1) Carbon Capture: This is an area where research is most definitely

warranted. Programs will be frought with concerns of endorsement and industry
subsidies but, in my opinion, 2 role for the government is clearly justified.
Ultimately, large scale demonstration projects are the key to proving utility and
commerciality. Carbon capture research must be done in concert with
sequestration CONCepts as it does no good to capure it without having an

environmentally benign place to put it.
2) Carbon Storage:

Ocean Sequestration: Iam very uncomfortable about the long term

environmental effects of sequestering carbon in the oceans. Conduct of thorough research
on the impacts could persuade me otherwise but am very skeptical that large

volumes could be sequestered without Jocal and perhaps, régional and global,
environmental impacts.

Terrestrial Sequestration: Ihave no environmental issue with sequestering
carbon in either forest or agricultural lands. However, I will say that
permanence is definitely an issue.

Geological Sequestration: a) Trapped reservoirs: | am very comfortable

that trapped reservoirs can be successfully used to sequester carbon and done in
an environmentally benign manner, especially if done in a mass balanced

fashion: i.e. no incremental pressure. I feel so comfortable with this approach
that I would suggest this can be done immediately with measurement, moniroring
and verification. MMV research can and should be done on trapped reservoir
sequestration. :
b) Untrapped aquifers: I am currently

uncomfortable with the concept of sequestering carbon in untrapped reservoir
conditions. However, research 18 justified in this area and I could be

persuaded through such research after conduct of successful large scale demonstration
projects. MMV techniques developed in a) above could be used in the

untrapped aquifers application and would be even more important in showing
environmental acceptability.

3) MV: See comments above
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4) Advanced Concepts: 1 would think that any advanced concepts for carbon
sequestration is a natural research area for USDOE. However, I could not
comment on the environmental impact without specifics.

For clarification or more detail please contact Steve Melzer @
melzerls@AOL.COM ’
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F&W FORESTRY SERV ICES, INC.
11 South Mulberry Street Reply to: P. O. Box 445 .
Statesboro, Georgia 30459 Statesboro, Georgia 30459-0443
Telephone (912) 489-1655 Fax (912) 764-6032
Forest Certification & June 3, 2004
Environmental
linnce Pro i
John F. Godbee Jr. Dr. Heino Beckert
Staucsboro, Georgia U.S. Department of Energy
Nacional Enexgy Technology Laboratery
Corporate Headquarters PO Box 880
P. 0. Box 3610 - Morgantown, WV. 26507-0880
Albany, Georgin 31706-3610
Office (229) 883-0505
Fax (229) BB3-0515 Dear Dr. Beckerct,

Eley C. Praser. [IL ACE ARA I appreciate the opportunity to provide comments inte cthe DOE

Chairman of the Board : : ;

Carbon Sequestration Programmaclc EIS as well as the opportunity To
mmn.nm.\cp actend the June 2, 2004 public hearing in Atlanta.
Prosident
Robert B, Routhier. Jr., ACF First I would like to commend the HOE for recognizing and promoting
Executive Vico Presidont carbon Ssequestration as a viable means of addressing concerns and

remediation the impacts of elevated CO2 levels in our atmosphare.
While there continues to be much debate on the acrual or potential

= With affices in * impacts of elevated CO2 levels and other greenhouse gasas on our

Alabams world's climate, the implementation of cost effect and responsible

Phenix City programs for reducing and remediation emissions is timely and
rudent. . ; .

ek prudent. . , y e : s

Bl Dorndo !

However I am concerned, r.'h'a_tﬁ__:.iﬁ'._'é'f.f‘::';:,g*:'_'s{__"c:'p_'_g.aizﬂ'.'_l_.Iaééncy,_ indusrry and

e Y Zablic supparf.the DOE.may in, fact colipfomise the very obJective of
Gainesville capturing ..and rgfi_l}llci;ig.::.g_rreg:th'us'ei. gases. ‘These concexrns were
Marienna nighlighted in .last nights presentations by DOE as well ag in
comments received by the Us Fish and Wildlife Sexrvice.
Albany Ty o .
Canron While the DOE presentation correctly identifies deep oceans and
;’:::‘“m deep saline formations and deplered oil and gas reservoirs as
having as having enormous potential capacity for storage, CThe
Mississippi raechnical, economic and practical uses of these sinks appears to be
dchnn vastly overstated when cempared to more viable and cost effective
North Caraling options utilizing rerrestrial storage. Theoretical calculations of
Bethel the potential for carbon storage in deep oceans is Jjust
New Bem theoretical. It is highly unlikely that we will ever have cost
South Crroling, ceffeative, practical and environmentally acceptable means of
Abbeville inereasing the natural fertility of our oceans so that they can
Texas absorb and store additional amounts of Carbon. The technical means
Huntsville for stripping CO2 from the atmosphere and injecting it into deep
; mines is available. However at this time it is generally costT
%“mc prohibitive and is likely to remain so for che foreseeable fucture.

on the other hand we have the technology to actively promote long-
term cost _effect;'\.ve segquestration in actively growing forests and
in. ‘forest  products. Ragher than requiring. vast, expenditures of
imerdy infuts from epectricity .of  fossil fueld. to, accomplish,
carbon sequestration .in managed forests .ralies primarily on the
natural processes With limited interyention and inputs. from man.

Cost-effective technology achieving growth rates of 3-4 times that
of natural forests in the SE is currencly being implemented on




Jun-28-2004 0Z:00pm

From=NETL 3042854638 T-182 P.012/020 F-01B

millions of agres of private forests across the South.
Sequestration in managed forests alsc allows for conversions of
atmospheric carbon co. long-term solid carbon products in the form
of wood and paper thus freeing tha land base to continue the
process of removing armospheric C. These processas are credible,
cost effective, provide additional benefits <to sociery and
practical to implement. Therefore I strongly encourage the DOE's
assessment to more aceurately and carefully reflect the praccical
and achievable means available for reducing atmospheric carboen.

In the last nights comments the USFWS promoted the use of the DOE
carbon sequestration program as a means of promoting their agencies
agenda of creating "natural habitats® . While every credit should
be given for carbon stored in efforts to establish longleaf wire
grass and other communities of spgcial interest, the DOE MUST take
the necessary steps to make sure DOE's objectives cf reducing
actmeospheric C are not nijacked by special interest groups.
Converting £fully stocked and managed southern pine forests tTO
sparsely stocked slow growing longleaf pine or upland hardwoods
would actually result in a net reduction in the amcunt of
atmospheric carbon removed and stored in today's southern forests.

Finally I scrongly encourage the DOE to work with and promote
regional projeccs with the private sector that are both cost
effective and practical. For example, through the afforts of the
GA Forestry Association and GA Forestry Commission, working with
the GA General Assembly, Georgia has set a framework in place for
recording transactions of sequestered carbon from agricultural and
forest products. DOE should consider £financial and technical

support of efforts now underway to develop cost effective and

cradible means for auditing and verifying the carbon unice that are
recorded in this transactional registry.

Again I appreciace the opportunicy tc comment.

si rely,
ol ¥ ol s,
Johd F. Godbee, Jr. ACE,

RAR/ Environmental Management Systems Auditor

Forest Certification and Environmental Compliance Programs
F&W Forestry Services, Inc.

PO Box 445

Sratesbore GA 30459.

F & W FORESTRY SERVICES, INC.
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Nancy P. Hollister
State Representative

93rd House Distriet s

Moanroe, Noble, Guernsey and  #¥8

Pans of Washington and
Muskingum Counties

District Office
613 Sixth Street
Mariena, Ohio 45750
telephone: (740) 373-4098

Capitol Office
Riffe Center

77 South High Sweet

Columbus, Ohio 43215-6111
toll free: (800) 282-0253

telephone: (614) 644-8728
Sax: (614) 644-9404 ik
e-mail: District93 @ohr. state.oh.us
www, bouse.state.ob.us =
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June 1, 2004

Mr. Heino Beckert, Ph.D.

NEPA Document Manager

for Carbon Sequestration PEIS

U.S. DOE/National Energy Technology
Labs

POB 880

Morgantown, WV 26507

RE: USDOE/NETL’s Carbon Sequestration Program PEIS

Dear Dr. Beckert: i
Thank you for the opportu?ﬁ'ié}'-ﬁb ] mant on USDOE’s

Programmatip-;Eﬁy\;iqu.mapfégjﬂmg?f:t Statemnent regarding its
Carbon SequestratiofnkErogr g

As somebz‘i@%ggg ised Hidiving jr Ohio“Appalachian coal
country, | iaves glffg;'.é’ﬁpfjepia@d:t_méy@ ue:of coalfo.the région+In

my long careskmpuBlic service as mayaf oy hometaw, &+ -
director of the-GovernorgOffice of Appalachiay; Lieutenant -
Governor, and thé current chair of the'@hio House of - .«
Representatives Energyand Envirdriment-Committee, | also have
come to appreciate the critical‘contribution; of coal ta this country's
production of lower cost electricity. “In-every realistic scenario,
coal plays an important role in this nation's electricity output, and

hence, to our overall economy.

Nevertheless, it is incumbent upon us to use this nationally-secure
energy resource in an environmentally sound manner. One item
of increasing concern is that of carbon dioxide emissions. It
seems increasingly plausible that such emissions may become
restricted by federal policy within the next decade or so. If such
becomes the case, it is imperative we begin immediately to
develop and deploy new technologies and processes which can
address carbon dioxide emissions from coal-based power
generation, so that we can continue the use of our most abundant
and secure energy resource. Therefore, | support the
implementation of USDOE's Carban Sequestration Program.

Among other things in the program, | am especially supportive of
the proposed FutureGen initiative. The near-zero emissions plant
would find a very fertile setting here in Ohio. Our communities are
familiar with coal-based power generation; we have the
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waterways, barge, rail and truck transportation infrastructure.
Ohio also boasts a major electric transmission line system, the
geology, a great workforce, a strong university system actively
engaged in coal R&D, and—of course—the coal. Ohio has an
excellent power siting permitting system, and a state EPA quite
familiar with coal and power plant related matters. Several other
state incentives programs also appear to be applicable to the
FutureGen effort. These are just a few of the advantages Ohio
can offer to this project.

While | support the overall concepts of the Carbon Sequestration
Program, | also note that it is important for USDOE to continue its
support of its base coal R&D program, from which much of the
antecedent work for the Carbon Sequestration program and
FutureGen project will come. Further, the needs of our existing
power plants should not be overlooked, and should be addressed
through the base coal R&D program. Undercutting the base coal
R&D program now will only serve to undercut your more advanced
programs and projects (such as FutureGen) later.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. | will be most
interested in the results of your work, as it potentially has
significant impact to those in my district, my state, and my country.

F=01%
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Houston Regional Group
SIERRA P.O. Box 3021
Houston, Texas 77253-3021
LU B 713-895-9309
htrp:/ /texas.sierraclub.org/houston/
FOUNDED 1892
May 30, 2004
Dr. Heino Beckert
NEPA Document Manager
U.S. DOE

National Energy Technology Laboratory
' 3610 Collins Ferry Road

M.S. CO4

P.O. Box 880

Morgantown, West Virginia 26507-0880

Dear Dr. Beckert, ' _ 3

On behalf of the Houston Sierra Club (HSC) | am submitting these scoping commenis
for the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) Fossil Fuel Carbon Sequestration Program. When the EIS Is available
for public comment the HSC requests that it be mailed, to the address found at the
and of this letter, a hard copy with all appendices.

Our scoping comments are as follows:

1) The entire carbon sequestration program (CSP) assumes that we continue to
use coal, oil, and natural gas as the primary and majority fuels for many decades
to come. Every kilowatt of power generated that does not use coal, oil, or natural gas
lessens the effects of global warming and reduces the increase of greenhouse gases.

The HSC requests that the DOE document how the CSP will or will not. promote the
continued use of highly CO2 emitting fuels like coal, oil, and natural gas. The EIS must
also document the impacts that an increase, reduction, or continued promotion of coal,
oil, or natural gas will have on the environment and the need for the CSP. In essence
does the CSP focus on using coal, oil, and natural gas when we need to get off of

these energy sources.

2) The HSC supports carbon sequestration through restoration of unproductive
and productive lands. In particular instead of talking only about reforestation the DOE
should talk about reducing aforestation. By reducing aforestation DOE will prevent the
release of carbon from mature or older growth forests which are becaming rarer and are
important for biological diversity, ecological processes, oxygen generation, soil retention,
flood water buffering, water quality enhancement, climate extreme dampening, and other
important side benefits. The DOE should look for areas that can be added to National
Wildlife Refuges, National Forests, National Parks, Bureau of Land Management lands,
and state, local, or private protected lands that can be used as buffers or which protect

important ecological areas.

The DOE should not focus on tree planting because of the limited ability of such efforts
to reduce CO2 emissions. The DOE should also not be a party to buying lands for the

“When we try o pick out anything by itself, we find it hirched to everything else in the universe.” Johr Muzr
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growing of commercial pine plantations which are advocated by some because they take
up CO2 faster than older trees. Such a program could be used as a justification for
logging and destroying mature and older growth forests which are important carbon
sinks and should not be disturbed or altered by human actions. The DOE should also
not allow foresters to log trees due to so-called forest health concerns. Logging,
burning, and windrowing of tree debris results in the rapid decay of woody material and
releases huge amounts of CO2 quickly. Dying is a natural part of forest ecology, allows

for the storage and gradual release of CO2, and should be protected by the CSP.

The DOE EIS could help us locally save some of our existing natural forests. If the DOE
proposals allow the acquisition of land that is forested or will be restored to a forested
condition, then lands could be bought and added to Sam Houston National Forest,
the Big Thicket National Preserve, and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service’s Columbia
Bottomiands and Trinity River National Wildlife Refuge programs.

A land acquisition program would result in the protection of ecologically/biclogically
important lands; buffer existing lands from sprawl development; would reduce
fragmentation of existing public lands; provide additional recreational lands near the
Nation's fourth largest city; protect wildlife/sensitive species; protect water quality; and
provide lands for quiet/salitude/spiritual reflection.

3) The bulk of the dollars for the CSP should go for controls that are added onto
large CO2 emitters like coal fired power plants or oil fired boilers. These add-on
controls are important stop-gap measures that should be used in the interim as we utilize
more and more renewable and alternative energy sources that generate less, little, or no
CO2 emissions.

4) The impacts of the injection of huge guantities of CO2 into the subsurface
needs careful consideration. In particular groundwater quality and movement needs
to be studied very carefully. This is particularly important since we need to contain such
emissions for 100's if not 1,000's of years. This same long-term concern for
environmental integrity must also be carefully studied for the storage of CO2 in the

ocean.

5) The HSC strongly supports monitoring to verify that actual emissions are being
generated, reduced, or eliminated. We are concerned about mass emission cap and
trade programs. The ones we have seen in our area dealing with ozone precursor
reductions have failed because emission inventories are so inaccurate that actual
emissions are orders of magnitude greater than estimated. We do not want to give
industry credit for reducing CO2 and then find that later they actually reduced their
emissions much less than thought. Industry must actually eamn their credits. Without
accurate monitoring to ensure where CO2 goes and whether it is contained, captured, or
transformed there can be no mase emissions cap and trade program. Remember,

trust, but verify.

6) The HSC agrees with the DOE philosophy of “no legacy for future generations”
when dealing with CO2 emissions and global warming. However, if huge
technological fixes are used instead of fuel switching from coal, oil, and natural gas to
other less CO2 emitting energy technologies then there will be legacies for future
generations. Future generations will become more dependent on the very energy
sources that generate the most COZ2. Just the complexity and energy use of
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technologies mentioned in the handout “Carbon Sequestration Technology Roadmap
and Program Plan, 2004, are sobering.

7) On page 4, Table 1, Pathways Column, Sequestration/Storage Row, Carbon
Sequestration Technology Roadmap and Program Plan 2004, the phrase
“Silviculture practices’ is used. What is meant by this phrase? The HSC does not
support logging of mature and older growth forests and the use of monoculture
plantations as acceptable silviculture practices.

8) On page 4, Table 1, Metrics for Success 2012 Column, Sequestration/Storage
Row, Carbon Sequestration Technology Roadmap and Program Plan 2004, the
prediction of CO2 storage capacity is for an accuracy of plus or minus 30% accuracy.
The accuracy should be better than this. The program should have a goal of plus or
minus 15% accuracy.

9) On page 4, Table 1, Metrics for Success 2012 Column, Monitoring, Mitigation, &
Verification Row, Carbon Sequestration Technology Roadmap and Program Plan
2004, the DOE must reveal to the public what the loss of 5% of COs means in tons of
CO?2 emissions. If the storage area is large this could be a considerable amount of CO2
not captured. A 95% level of emissions reduction may not be sufficient.

10) On page 9, Geologic Sequestration, Carbon Sequestration Technology
Roadmap and Program Plan 2004, monitoring is contingent on finding all possible
escape routes and either capping them or accounting for the losses of CO2 that they
allow. In particular, the HSC is concerned about the tens of thousands of oil/gas and
water wells that have been drilled and have either been capped or have not been’
capped. We do not know how long capped wells will remain sealed to the atmosphere
or if they do. We do not even Know the location of all wells. We do not know how many
wells have not been capped. This very basic information must be gathered first before
any storage area can be assessed for its appropriateness for storing CO2 for 100's to
1000’s of years. This one problem could make the use of geologic storage areas
doubtful or much less important than other wise would be the case.

11) On page 9, Geologic Sequestration, Carbon Sequestration Technology
Roadmap and Pragram Plan 2004, the DOE states the following, “As a sequestration
option, depleting oil reservoirs that are amendable to CO2 EOR provide a value-added
benefit in terms of revenues from enhance oil preduction which can partially offset the
cost of CO2 capture.” The disbenefit of providing more oil which will be burned and will
emit large amounts of CO2 must also be factored into the positive and negative
environmental impacts that the EIS will reveal to the public. The amount of CO2 and
other air pollutants generated by burning this oil and its impacts on global warming must

be addressed in the EIS.

12) On page 12, Terrestrial Sequestration, Carbon Sequestration Technology
Roadmap and Pragram Plan 2004, this is the only place where the DOE states that
“Early efforts include tree plantings, no-till framing and other agricultural practices, and
forest preservation.” The HSC wholeheartedly support “forest preservation” especially
the protection of native mature or older forests and lands that will buffer already existing
areas that are protected like National Parks, National Wildlife Refuges, and National

Forests.
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13) On page 12, Terrestrial Sequestration, Carbon Sequestration Technology
Roadmap and Program Plan 2004, the DOE states that, "More advanced research
includes the development of “fast growing trees and grasses and deciphering the
genomes of carbon storing soil microbes.” The HSC is opposed to genetic engineering
of any organism. Using organisms that exist in Nature or cross breeding those with traits
that human deem desirable is acceptable but it is not acceptable to put the genes of one
organism into another. The impact on the environment is too great and or too unknown
to allow this manipulation of the material of life.

14) On page 12, Ocean Sequestration, Carbon Sequestration Technology
Roadmap and Program Plan 2004, the HSC agrees with DOE that not enough is
known about the oceans to use them for CO2 storage. We are very concerned that
DOE will allow manipulation of the oceans for CO2 storage without fully understanding
the consequences. We do not favor altering ecosystems whether they be near the
surface of the ocean or in deep ocean or bottom ecosystems.

15) On page 13, Table 3, Priority Research Pathways Column, Terrestrial
Sequastration Row, Carbon Sequestration Technology Roadmap and Program
Plan 2004, the DOE uses the phrase “optimizing silvicultural practices for degraded
lands.” Define what this means and what it includes. The HSC does not support logging
of mature and older growth forests and the use of monoculture plantations as acceptable

silviculture practices.

16) On page 13, Table 3, Cross Cut Pathways Column, Terrestrial Sequestration
Row, Carbon Sequestration Technology Roadmap and Program Plan 2004, the
DOE used the phrase, “Enhanced carbon transfer from plant to soil.” Define what this
means and what it includes. The HSC does not support genetic engineering.

17) On page 14, Monitoring, Mitigation, & Verification, Carbon Sequestration
Technology Roadmap and Program Plan 2004, the DOE states, “Mitigation capability
will provide a response to CO2 leakage or ecological damage in the unlikely event that it
should occur.” While we applaud DOE for having a game plan if leaks occur, it does not
engender confidence that there may be leaks. DOE needs to explain fully in the EIS
how these leaks would occur and how they would be capped or in other ways mitigated.

18) On page 15, Table 4, Technology Roadmap Current State of the Art Column,
Soils MM&V Row, Carbon Sequestration Technology Roadmap and Program Plan
2004, the accuracy of 5-30% is not good enough. The DOE should set a goal of 5-15%
for current on-the-ground measurements accuracy.

19) On page 15, Table 4, Supporting Program Activities R & D Highlights Column,
Above Ground MM&V Row, Carbon Sequestration Technology Roadmap and
Program Plan 2004, the DOE needs to flyover and measure other types of forest other
than just the Delta National Forest in Mississippi. The Delta National Forest is managed
as a pine plantation that is relatively young in age. Other forests including those from

other parts of the country, with other species that are dominant, and various ages
including those with mature and older growth trees must be measured.

20) On page 15, Table 4, Supporting Program Activities Program Goals Column,
Soils MM&V Row, Carbon Sequestration Technology Roadmap and Program Plan
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2004, the MM&V program must subtract the normal uptake of CO2 from the existing
natural or human altered habitats so there will be a baseline CO2 reading.

21) On page 17, Table 3, Title Column, Novel Niches Row, Carbon Sequestration
Technology Roadmap and Program Plan 2004, the DOE states that it wants to create
strains of microbes. The HSC is opposed to using genetic engineering to create any
strains of microbes.

22) On page 19, B. Regional Partnerships, the DOE states that it expects that the
regional partnerships will become self-sustaining. The HSC believes that this criteria
could be detrimental to the appropriate research needed to make technologies reality.
This burden will force these partnerships to worry more about money than science.

23) On page 19, I. Regional Carbon Sequestration Atlases, Carbon Sequestration
Technology Roadmap and Program Plan 2004, the HSC requests a copy of the Atlas
that covers Texas.

24) On page 22, Education and Outreach, Carbon Sequestration Technology
Roadmap and Program Plan 2004, the DOE mentions that there are environmental
issues associated with carbon sequestration that need to be explored, understood, and
addressed. The DOE in the materials released for this scoping for the EIS should list the
ones that are known now to allow the public to review and comment on this list.

25) On page 22, Global Climate Change Curriculum, Carbon Sequestration
Technology Roadmap and Program Plan 2004, concerning the middle school
curriculum, what is the bias of this curriculum since someone will have to determine what
he/she considers is a trade-off.

26) Carbon Sequestration Technology Roadmap and Program Plan 2004, the entire
document is difficult to read for the ordinary citizen. There is too much lingo like
portfolio, venue, etc. words that need to be made easier to understand. The public
deserves and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that EISs be easy
to understand. DOE needs to do a better job. This publication could have been made
about 1/3 shorter and not lose the detail it has. Do a better job next time.

27) During the public meeting that the HSC attended on May 24, 2004 in Humble, Texas
a microphone was not used to explain the running of the meeting. All DOE personnel
should use a microphone during public meetings.

28) Finally, the HSC supports close examination of the one question that under-girds the
entire CSP. That question is, “What is best for the public?” This does not mean what
is best for a centain industry or a political power broker but what is best for the everyday
citizen and not the wealthy, powerful, and elite. DOE personnel must keep this question
uppermost in their thoughts as this EIS is developed.
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The Houston Sierra Club appreciates this opportunity to comment. Thank you.

Sincerely, ﬁ Q M
Brandt Mannchen

Chair, Forestry Subcommittee

Chair, Air Quality Committee

Houston Sierra Club

Lone Star Chapter

5431 Carew

Houston, Texas 77096
H713-664-5362



